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Introduction
It was proposed in RAN#92e to introduce NR UE categories/profiles for URLLC in order to accelerate the implementation of URLLC functionalities. However, the proposal was not agreed due to the lack of consensus. The conclusion was captured in the minute for the future meeting, and quoted below:conclusion: There is no consensus at current meeting but the current status of the discussion is:
a) There seems to be full agreement that defining URLLC profiles / UE categories will consume a lot of time and is not easy, e.g. it is commented that there are different diverse URLLC applications with different requirements. 
b) The proponents seems to be in agreement that the purpose of defining URLLC profiles / UE categories is to bring clarity to the market as to which features are relevant for URLLC, and to avoid market fragmentation. Also some companies opposing to do this in 3GPP acknowledges that there would be value to have this. 
c) It is questioned that 3GPP is not the right place to address issues such as market fragmentation. To do this work, involvement of industry players not in 3GPP may be needed. It is pointed out that in 3GPP it may be particularly difficult to converge as companies are likely to push for their own solutions. 
d) The need is questioned by some companies. From technical perspective UE capabilities are unambiguous, now also the TR38.822 has been updated for easier navigation. 
e) A majority of companies think such effort is not worthwhile in 3GPP, while several major operators support this. 
f) There is some support among proponents to attempt to simplify the work by having limitations, e.g. limiting to Rel-15 only in a first step, and treating features for latency and reliability separately. It is also commented that it would be valuable to define a basic feature set that meets certain requirements in basic scenario, to be used as baseline.

In our view, it is not necessary to repeat the same discussion on “d) The need is questioned by some companies” because operators have already explained the necessity at RAN#92-e. The only question in RAN is how to address concern c), which is valid from our perspective. In this contribution, we share our view on this issue, and propose a potential way forward. 
Discussion on concerns c)
Moderator’s summary c) contains two discussion points in essence. Our view on these points are provided below:
Question 1) Involvement of industry players not in 3GPP may be needed?
Our view is no. In our understanding, industry players typically make their decision based on their trial using existing product or prototypes. This is the reason why we want to define UE category/profile with 3GPP experts, which can accelerate the implementation. 
Question 2) 3GPP it may be particularly difficult to converge as companies are likely to push for their own solutions?
This is valid concern and we fully agree that this will probably happen. It wouldn’t be easy to define a full set of UE categories /profiles for URLLC given the limited time in RAN. To avoid this situation, we can consider the simplified approach compared with legacy (i.e. LTE) UE category definition. The examples are given as below: 
· (Alt. 1) Even though so many kind of categories (e.g. reliability only, low latency only, reliability + latency) may be needed to cover the potential URLLC use cases, RAN can focus on defining only one category/profile for now.
· (Alt. 2) Do not define any categories/profiles, but introduce new categorization for URLLC related UE features in TS38.822 based on their characteristics to give more detailed technical analyses to outside 3GPP, for example:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Features related to achieve 99.9999% reliability:
· 5-34b, 5-34a …
· Features related to achieve 1ms latency in radio interface:
· 5-5a, 5-5b, 5-5c …
· Features related to capacity enhancement for URLLC 
· Xxx
· [Other dimensions can be discussed]
· [Target release (i.e. Rel-15 only or also include Rel-16) needs to be clarified]
Other alternatives are not precluded. We are open to take different approach(es) other than above to make URLLC successful. 
Proposals
Given the discussion in section 2, we propose the following:
Proposals:
· Consider the following alternatives in 3GPP to accelerate the commercialization of URLLC functionalities. 
· (Alt. 1) Even though so many kind of categories (e.g. reliability only, low latency only, reliability + latency) may be needed to cover the potential use cases, RAN can focus on defining only one category/profile for now.
· (Alt. 2)  Do not define any categories/profiles, but introduce new categorization for URLLC related UE features in TS38.822 based on their characteristics
· Other alternatives are not precluded.
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